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The Distribution and Characteristics
Of Farm Accidents in Louisiana
Karen W. Paterson, Joseph A. Novack
AND AlVIN L. BeRTRAND*
Introduction
The ability of our decreasing farm population to produce sufficient
food for the nation has been accomplished, in part, through technologi-
cal advancements. Better soil utilization, more effective fertilizers, effi-
cient and selective chemical treatment of plant and animal diseases,
and increased mechanization of planting, harvesting, and other farming
procedures, have all played their part in increasing the food-producing
capability of United States farmers. The trend toward fewer but larger
farms, fewer but more productive laborers, and a myriad of other
factors have made agriculture a highly competitive and therefore expen-
sive business, requiring large capital outlays.
Although agriculture has become a "big business" and has experienced
an increasing mechanization of procedures, it does not have well de-
veloped safety standards as other industries do. Farm safety practices and
procedures are, for the most part, of a hit-or-miss nature—a shortcoming
evidenced by a comparatively high rate of accidents on farms. High risk
occupations, such as those involved in highway construction and other
types of heavy construction, not only have lower accident rates than
farming, but their rates are exhibiting a downward trend,
^
Objectives and Methodological Procedures
This study had an overall goal of determining the farm accident
characteristics of farmers in Louisiana. Specific objectives were: (1) to
provide up-to-date information on farm accidents for the use of safety
planners at all levels, including such state- and federally-supported
agencies as the Cooperative Extension Service, the Louisiana Agricul-
tural Experiment Station (more specifically, the Agricultural Engineer-
ing Department), and manufacturers of farm equipment, machinery,
and chemicals; (2) to provide a base for comparison of farm accidents
in Louisiana with those in other states; (3) to contribute to the Nation-
al Safety Council's program to standardize farm accident reporting pro-
*Instructor, former Research Assistant, and Professor, respectively, Department of
Rural Sociology, Louisiana State University.
^Handbook of Labor Statistics 1969. Bureau of Labor Statistics Bulletin No. 1630,
and Metropolitan Life Statistical Bulletin, Vol. 51, July 1970, p. 8.
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cedures over the nation, and (4) to contribute to the overall pro-
grams of the state and nation to improve the well-being of citizens.
Twenty-five of Louisiana's 64 parishes, chosen at random, com-
prised the sample frame for this survey. These parishes were located
in six types of farming areas delineated within the state through the
use of political boundaries (parishes). While this procedure may raise
questions regarding homogeneity, it is a relatively effective method
of reflecting the gross characteristics of land-type and land-use in one
state. The sampling unit was the individual farm, represented by the
head of the farm household. A final sample of 1,561 was obtained
from the parishes listed.^
The following are the six types of farming areas and the sample
parishes used to represent each.
1. Timber, hill, cutover pine and flatwood area—Beauregard, Bien-
ville, Sabine, Vernon.
2. Red River and Mississippi Delta area—Caddo, Caldwell, Madison,
Rapides, Red River, West Carroll.
3. Central Louisiana mixed farming area—Evangeline, Lafayette,
St. Landry.
4. Rice area—Acadia, Allen, Cameron, Calcasieu, Vermilion.
5. Sugarcane area—Iberia, Lafourche, St. John, St. James, St. Mary.
6. Dairy, poultry and truck area, and New Orleans truck and fruit
area—Livingston, Washington.
Figure 1 shows the location of the six farming areas and the
sample parishes.
Two key definitions were employed in this study at the request of
the National Safety Council: (1) a farm was defined as a place where
$250 or more in agricultural products were sold annually or a place
where at least $50 or more in agricultural products were sold annually
and the size of the holding was 10 or more acres; (2) an accident
was defined as injury to any person living or working on a farm, or a
visitor who was injured while visiting the farm, that required profes-
sional medical care or the loss of one-half day or more from usual
activities (work, school, play, etc.). These definitions were incorporated
in the survey questionnaire.
The questionnaire was designed to enable non-professional inter-
viewers to use it successfully. This was necessary since members of
parish Home Demonstration Clubs voluntarily served as interviewers.
The results obtained were judged good and in keeping with the research
objectives.
Four separate interview forms were employed. The individual forms
were color-coded for the benefit of interviewers. The first form was
^Through the use of accepted sample-size determination techniques, it was deter-
mined that a simple random sample of 1,100 farms would allow a 98 percent
confidence that the true percentage of farm accidents in the total population would
be within 2.5 percent of the values obtained in the study.
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FIGURE 1-—Louisiana parishes in the sample frame.
designed to produce demographic, economic, and attitudinal data
on the farm owner, his family, and his employees. It was administered
only ontc—at the beginning of the survey. Subsequent interview ses-
sions conducted at three-month intervals were concerned only with
accident data. The second form, the accident report form, was used
to gather data on all accidents regardless of type. In addition to the
general accident form, two supplemental accident forms were made
available. Both are quite short and were designed to collect informa-
tion on two specific types of accidents—those involving either tractors
or one of seven types of chemicals.
The item format in all four forms was predominantly of the
forced-choice or check-block type. Open-end questions were used only
where absolutely necessary in an attempt to keep the information report-
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ing as uniform as possible throughout the state. The more than 250 in-
terviewers involved in the study reported little difficulty in
administering the research instruments.
Interviewer training was accomplished by teams composed of
members of the on-campus co-sponsors of the project. The actual
training sessions held by the several professional teams took place in
central locations in sample-frame parishes. In at least half of these train-
ing sessions two or more Home Demonstration Clubs were represented.
The training period lasted approximately six weeks beginning in
early March, 1970. The time span of the survey was from January I,
1 970 to December 31,1970.
Conceptual Frame of Reference
The conceptual framework which provided a methodological orien-
tation for this research can be identified as the epidemiological approach.
This approach has been successfully implemented in previous studies
of specific types of accidents.^
Epidemiology is a method of investigation developed in the field
of medicine, originally, as a means of logical research on the prevalence
and incidence of infectious diseases. In its "mother field" it has become,
over the years, an area of specialization in its own right. Public health
agencies were quick to realize its potential uses in the development of
preventive-measures programs concerned with disease. Its wide currency
as an accepted research method in disease etiology led to its application
to non-disease health problems, such as accidents. Although its use is
still predominantly disease-research oriented, its use has been successful
enough in the study of accidents to permit one writer to state:
. . . accidents exhibit some of the same biological and physical
inter-relationships as do disease processes . . . when . . . analyzed
in a standard epidemiological manner it has been shown that
accident distributions, like disease, show characteristic variations.^
Another writer observes that "... all human blights and injuries
have their epidemiology. . . .
Most epidemiological writings stress the importance of the interre-
lationships of three factors: (1) a host; (2) an agent, and (3) an en-
vironment.^ Also of importance to the correct utilization of this method
3Ross a. McFarland, "The Epidemiology of Motor Vehicle Accidents," in Alfred
H. Katz and Jean Spencer Felton, Health and the Community (New York: The
Free Press, 1965).
5john R. Paul, Clinical Epidemiology (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1966), p. 4.
^See Ivan Ivanovitch Elkins (ed), A Course in Epidemiology (London: Pergamon
Press, 1961). Translated from the Russian. This volume contains a discussion of
general epidemiology by the editor, and a selection of special epidemiology studies.
I. N. Morris, Uses of Epidemiology (Edinburgh and London: E & S Livingstone,
1957), also stresses this point and includes a historical development sketch of
epidemiology.
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FIGURE 2i—Basic epidemiological conceptual model of accidents.
is the awareness that the object of study is not an individual, but groups
of individuals with some common life experiences.
The host in accident epidemiology is the person, or persons, involved
in a specific accident. The agent in accident epidemiology is the thing
involved in the accident—it may be a tractor, a ladder, a power tool, etc.
The environment in accident epidemiology can be broadly dichotomized
into the physical and the social. Physical environment is composed of
the various climatological and topographical characteristics of the hosts'
areal location. Social environment includes such items as family size,
education, group identification, etc.—all the forces that are generally
recognized as being part of the socialization process.
Figure 2 is a graphic presentation of components involved in the
basic epidemiological conceptual model of accidents. All relevant vari-
ables associated with accident occurrence are subsumed under one or
more of the component parts. In any given accident all three compon-
nents are represented.
The combination of a viable agent, a susceptible host, and a pre-
disposing environment are the basic requirements of an accident situa-
tion, or possible accident situation. Three "types" of factors, used to
infer causal or associational relationships, intervene between the agent-
host-environment components and the accident to complete the concep-
tual model. Figure 3 contains these intervening factor-types in a repre-
sentation of the conceptual model employed in this research.
This research conceptual model is a modification of a model utilized
by Mellinger and Manheimer.^ The intervening factors in their study
^Glen Mellinger and Dean Manheimer, "An Exposure Coping Model of Accident
Liability Among Children," Journal of Health and Social Behavior, Vol. 8, No. 2,
June, 1967, p. 96. Some of the modifications used were inspired by Saxon Graham,
"Social Factors in the Epidemiology of Cancer at Various Sites," Annals of the
New York Academy of Sciences, Vol. 84, article 17, December 8, 1960.
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are: (1) exposure to hazard; (2) ability to cope with hazard, and (8)
personality maladjustment.^ In this research "personality maladjust-
ment" has been replaced by "attitude toward possible hazard" because
no attempt has been made to gather personality data and because the
more specifically delimited area of hazard attitudes is germane to the
research problem under investigation.
The specific variables deemed to comprise the "factor-types" in-
cluded the following:
Dififerential exposure to hazard
—
(1) hours per week spent in actual
farm work; (2) number of acres farmed; (3) amount and types of
equipment; (4) geographical location of farm among six areas in the
state; (5) sex.
Ability to cope with hazard
—
(1) n^amber of years of farm work
experience; (2) educational attainment; (3) safety training in other
occupations; (4) age.
Attitude toward possible hazard—(1) concern with proper equipment-
operation training; (2) concern with safety conditions of buildings,
inadequate wiring, etc.; (3) concern with safe work regulations, such as
prohibition of smoking in barns and fuel storage areas, storage of fuels,
etc.; (4) concern with safety plans, such as family fire plans, etc.;
(5) provision of chemical antidotes, first-aid kits, and related items.
The three factor-types and the variables assigned to them are not
mutually exclusive. For example, a concern with proper equipment op-
eration could conceivably affect the ability to cope with hazards; age
could be logically felt to affect the differential exposure to hazard.
Indeed, the interrelationships of the variables between and within the
factor-types were of central concern in the research-
H)p. cit., Mellinger and Manheimer, p. 96.
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Characteristics of Farm Accidents in Louisiana
Number and Severity of Accidents
One hundred eighty- two accidents were reported to have occurred
from Jpnuary 1, 1970 to December 31, 1970 on the farms in the sample
population studied. Of these, 32 percent were reported in Area 4 (rice
area). Area 2 (Red River and Mississippi Delta area) had the next
highest occurrence, accounting for 24 percent of all accidents reported.
The sugarcane area (Area 5) accounted for 17 percent of the farm
accidents in the sample population. Thus, the combination of the rice,
cotton, and sugarcane areas of the state accounted for 73 percent of
the accidents reported during the 12-month survey.
The same three areas (Areas 4, 2 and 5) also experienced the high-
est frequencies of farm accidents in all severity categories (Table 1).
Accidents were classified according to the seriousness of the injury:
(1) a fatal accident; (2) a permanent injury, referring to loss of an
eye or limb, paralysis, or other disability which permanently restricted
activities; (3) a severe injury, including such things as a broken leg,
cut ligament, or sprained back, and (4) a slight injury, such as minor
cuts, sprains, burns, or bruises.
The number of restricted activity days associated with a severe injury
varies, of course. However, the national average from 1965 to 1967 was
about two weeks. By contrast, the average number of days of restricted
activity for slight injuries was about four days.
It can be seen in Table 1 that the great preponderance of all
farm accidents reported fell in the "slight" category, i.e., they involved
such injuries as minor cuts, bruises, abrasions, etc. These injuries
accounted for seven out of 10 (71 percent) of all injuries reported. It
should be remembered, however, that for an accident to be reported
at all it must have required professional medical assistance or caused
the loss of at least one-half day of normal activity. Under these criteria
TABLE 1.—Number ofFarm Accidents in the Six Land-Type, Crop-Usage Areas by Serious-
ness of Injury
c Seriousness of injury
Fatal Permanent Severe Slight Total
^o- % No. % No. % No. %
Area 1—Timber
Area 2—Delta
0 (0) 1 (33) 4 (9) 15 (12) 20
and Red River
Area 3—Mixed
1 (50) 0 (0) 11 (24) 31 (24) 43
farming
Area 4—Rice
Area 5—Sugarcane
Area 6—Dairy
0
1
0
(0)
(50)
(0)
0
1
0
(0)
(33)
(0)
6
16
7
(14)
(34)
(12)
12
40
25
(9)
(31)
(19)
18
58
32
and truck farms
Total
0
2
(0)
(100)
1
3
(33)
(100)
3
47
(7)
(100)
7
130
(5)
(100)
11
182
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even "slight" injuries are important from the standpoint of personal
discomfort and suffering as well as from an economic standpoint.
The more serious injuries, as one would expect, occurred less fre-
quently than minor injuries. Nevertheless, such injuries as a broken
leg or sprained back made up over one-fourth (26 percent) of the
injuries reported. It is most encouraging that only about two percent
of all injuries were permanent and only one percent resulted in a
fatality.
The distribution of accidents by severity class was not unanticipated.
The percentage distribution of farm accidents by seriousness of injury
was much the same in a similar study done earlier in Michigan. In the
Michigan study, 66 percent of all injuries were considered slight in-
juries, 30 percent were judged severe, four percent were classed as
permanent, and one percent were recorded as fatal.
Work Conditions Under Which Accidents Occurred
Approximately 59 percent of all farm accidents reported in this
study occurred while the individual involved was performing farm
work (farm-related activities such as tilling, plowing, harvesting, milking,
or repair jobs). The remainder of the accidents did not involve farm
work directly, although the activity usually was common around farms.
When males and females involved in accidents were compared, it was
found that the sexes were almost diametrically opposed in the work
conditions under which their accidents occurred. Sixty-five percent of all
accidents involving males occurred while the individual was performing
farm work; by contrast, 69 percent of all accidents involving females
occurred while the individual was engaged in non-farm work. These
differences are accounted for in terms of the work roles of men and
women. The latter are less likely to be exposed to the more demanding
farm jobs.
The effects of exposure to specific hazards are evidenced in the dis-
tribution of accidents according to the machine or other factor involved
(Table 2). The percentage of men suffering farm accidents involving
machinery was nearly twice as high as the percentage of females having
accidents with farm machinery. This, of course, was not unexpected in
TABLE 2.—Factors Contributing to Farm Accidents by Sex of Respondents*
Factor
Male Female
No. % No. % Total
Power tool 11 (8) 5 (14) 16
Hand tool 11 (8) 0 (0)
Farm machinery 48 (33) 6 (17) 54
General item 59 (40) 21 (58) 80
Animal 17 (11) 4 (11) 21
Total 146 (100) 36 (100) 182
*Percentages are within sex categories.
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that men use farm machinery more frequently. However, it is interesting
that women had a higher percentage of power tool accidents than men.
This may indicate a lack of skill in handling drills, saws, etc.
Men and women were both highly susceptible to "general item" acci-
dents, although here again women predominated—40 percent of the
accidents for males and 58 percent for females were of this type. The
classification "general item" is a broad one as used here and this ac-
counts in part for the high incident rate in that category. The majority
of slips and falls and of accidents occurring in the home which did
not involve characteristics suitable for other classifications were included
as "general" in nature. Approximately four out of 10 incidents in the
"general item" classification were slips and falls.
Place Where Accidents Occurred
Farm fields, homeyards, and barnyards proved to be the most likely
places for accidents in the farm complex of Louisiana. Nearly 60
percent (59.8 percent) of all accidents recorded during the course of the
field work occurred in one of these three locations (Figure 4).
The high number of field accidents (55) is in accordance with the
high number of farm machinery accidents reported and presented in
60
55
50
45
20
Place of
^
Occurrence
28
55
26
19 19
FIGURE 4.—Distribution of farm accidents by place of occurrence.
13
Table 2. Accidents in barnyards, where most farm machinery is also
operated, accounted for 14 percent of all reported accidents. Many acci-
dents occurred near the home and farm buildings. The homeyard was
the scene of 15 percent of the accidents, while 11 percent of the acci-
dents occurred in the home itself and about 10 percent in farm buildings.
Type of Injuries Sustained in Accidents
It was found that the parts of the body most frequently injured in
farm accidents were the leg, the head, and the foot. Figure 5 shows
the distribution of accidents by the part of the body injured.
17
24
14 14 14
31
29
25
Part of body injured
FIGURE 5^Distribution of farm accidents by part of body injured.
Thirty-one of the 182 accidents reported involved an injury to the
leg; 25 involved an injury to the head, and 24 an injury to the foot.
It can be seen in Figure 5 that finger, hand, arm, and trunk accidents
were also quite common. Toe and eye accidents occurred less frequently,
but often enough to suggest safety precautions. The "other" category
in Figure 5 is composed primarily of accidents that affected two or
more parts of the body, and/or could not readily be considered as
belonging in one of the other nine classifications.
The Farm Accident Rate in Louisiana
A rate is simply a ratio of the number of events of interest, accidents
in this case, to an estimate of the population exposed to the risk of
experiencing that event. This study was designed to collect data
needed for calculation of accident rates. The populadon "at risk"—es-
sentially members of farm families, other farm residents, and farm
14
workers—was counted in the first interview, which was described in the
section on methodological procedures. Accident frequencies were then
obtained from the subsequent quarterly reports.
Accident rates were calculated (1) according to a person's relation-
ship to the farm operator, and (2) according to whether or not the
person worked on a farm. The guiding assumption was that different
roles on the farm involve different kinds of exposures to the risk of
accidents within the general farm environment. For some persons the
farm is primarily a workplace, but for wives it may well be more the
site of living space including a kitchen, etc., and for children it may
be a playground in addition to a place to eat and sleep.
Accident rates for persons grouped by their relationship to the
farm operator and by their farm employment status are shown in Table
3, where rates are expressed as the number of accidents per 1,000 persons
in the appropriate group. Two aspects of this table should be held in
mind. First, statistical tests of significance have not been pursued be-
cause it was felt that, given the accident frequency and sample size,
there was a greater danger of rejecting substantively interesting differ-
ences than of accepting as important those differences that might be
simply due to sampling error. As studies of this kind accumulate and
comparisons can be made between studies the question of statistical
significance in any one study becomes much less important. However,
it should be recognized that a rather low number of accidents, 182, is
involved and because of this the rates for particular groups might be
TABLE 3.—Accident Rates by Relationship of Farm Population to Farm Operator and
Farm Employment Status
Relationship to
farm operator Number of Accident rate
Farm employment Farm accidents per 1,000
status population reported population
Farm operator 1,561 47 30
All wives 1.275 18 14
Wives working on farm 437 13 30
Wives not working on farm 838 5 6
All sons 1,100 43 39
Sons working on farm 575 29 50
Sons not working on farm 525 14 27
All daughters 824 10 12
Daughters working on farm 232 5 22
Daughters not working on farm 592 5 8
Other relatives** 277 4 14
Other farm residents
not related to
farm operator** 81 4 49
Total farm residents 5.118 126 25
Unrelated farm workers* (396) 56
*Calculation of rates inappropriate--see text. p. 16.
**The number of accidents was not: sufficiently large to further subdivide rates by
whether or not the person worked on the farm.
15
somewhat unstable and likely to vary a little from year to year.
Secondly, the procedure followed in collecting data for the cal-
culation of rates worked well for members of the farm family, but not
for farm workers. The population counted in the initial interview in-
cluded those farm workers on the farm at that date, but many acci-
dents occurred to temporary workers later in the year and no count
was made of this shifting population. A relatively large number of acci-
dents, 56 of 182, occurred to farm workers and it is probable that the
rate of accidents was high for that group, but the rate cannot be pre-
cisely calculated because the population at risk cannot be estimated
closely.
If accidents to workers are excluded, there was an overall accident
rate of 25 per 1,000 persons (Table 3). Farm operators exceeded the
average with a rate of 30 per 1,000. On the other hand, the accident
rate for wives varied greatly according to whether or not they worked
on the farm. Those wives working on the farm had an accident rate
equal to that of the farm operators. Those not engaged in farm work
had an extremely low accident rate of only six per 1,000. The same
kind of difference was evident for sons and daughters within the farm
family. Sons had a very high rate of accidents compared with that of
daughters, and within each group those who worked on the farm had
much higher accident rates than those who did not work on the farm.
The high accident rate for farm-working sons is approached only by
the miscellaneous group of other farm residents, not family members.
Other family members, mainly parents of the farm operator and grand-
children, had a low accident rate.
The pattern of accident rates shown in Table 3 suggests the im-
portance of recognizing variations in the farm environment. It is evident
that the farm as a workplace involves quite different and greater
risks from those arising in the course of its use as a mere residence.
Similarly it is evident that children are exposed rather differently to
farm work by sex. The large difference in rates when sons and daughters
are compared suggests that sons are involved in work tasks not assigned
to daughters. However, the large difference between children not in-
volved in farm work implies an even broader differentiation in ex-
posure to accidents by roles associated with sex.
This division of the sample by relationship to the farm operator
and farm employment status also results in differences by age, educational
attainment and work experience. The very low numbers of accidents
experienced by some of the groups prevent more detailed analysis by
such characteristics as age and education. Daughters, wives not working
on the farm, other relatives, and other residents, all had very low acci-
dent frequencies. Consequently, more detailed description of characteris-
tics is confined to the farm operators, sons, and farm-working wives.
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Socioeconomic Characteristics Related to Farm Accident Rates
Farm Operators: Accident Rates by Age,
Education, and Exposure to Farming
It would be desirable to calculate all accident rates involving farm
work in terms of relative exposure to farming (or number of hours spent
in farm work over the year of the study). For example, it is probable
that the fewer accidents to grandparents reflect in part the fewer hours
spent by them in farming, as compared with farm operators. However,
with the data available, the effect of exposure can be assessed only for
farm operators.
There were 1,561 farm operators in the sample and this group
suffered 47 accidents during the year under study. One hundred of these
farm operators were female and they experienced three of the 47 acci-
dents. The farm operators were a varied group in terms of exposure
to farming. Five hundred sixty-two of the operators worked outside
agriculture, as well as in farming, and had an accident rate of 27 per
1,000. The 999 operators who worked only on the farm had a higher
rate, 32 per 1,000 (Table 4). It is also evident, in Table 4, that for
each farm operator group the accident rate increases with the extent
of exposure to farm work. For operators involved only in farming,
the rate rises from 17 per 1,000 for less than 2,000 hours spent in
agriculture over a year, to 51 per 1,000 for over 3,000 hours devoted
to farming activity. A similar increase is apparent for farm operators
who hold a job outside farming. However, having two or more occupa-
TABLE 4.—Accident Rates for Farm Operators by Exposure to Farming
Hours spent Number of Accident rate
per year Sample accidents per 1,000
at farming population reported population*
0-1,999
2,000-2,999
3,000 or more
Farm operators working only in farming
349 6
356 11
294 15
0-1,999
2,000 or more
Total
349
650
999
6
26
32
17
40
32
0-999
1,000-1,999
2.000 or more
Farm operators also working outside of farming
339 6
145 5
78 4
18
34
51
0-1,999
2,000 or more
484
78
23
51
Total 562 15 27
*Rates calculated with non-responses distributed over categories.
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tions is associated with a considerably higher accident rate in terms of
farm work exposure. For those farmers working outside agriculture
fewer hours of farming are needed to accumulate an accident rate
equivalent to that of full-time farmers. Thus, overall, those who work
outside farming have a lower average accident rate than the group of
operators who work only in agriculture. Yet, when the degree of
exposure to farming is taken into account, the full-time farmers have
the lowest rates among the farming classes.
Accidents to farm operators follow a distinct pattern according to
age (Table 5). The youngest operators, those aged 19 to 29 years,
have a very high rate of 56 per 1,000. The accident rate then drops to
only 19 per 1,000 at ages 50 to 59, before climbing steeply again in
the group aged over 60 years. It is not feasible to examine more than
one variable at a time here, but the apparent impact of old age (be-
yond 60 years) on the accident rate is undoubtedly understated as the
time actually spent on farming begins to decline at this age.
It was hypothesized before the data were collected that educational
attainment would be negatively associated with accidents. That is, it
was thought those with more education would experience fewer acci-
dents, reflecting a greater awareness of hazards. The opposite was
found to be true for farm operators (Table 6). The accident rate in-
creased with schooling. Why this was true is subject to speculation. It
may be related to variables such as exposure or age.
TABLE 5.—Accident Rates for All Farm Operators by Age
Number of Accident rate
Sample accidents per 1,000
Age population reported population
19-29 71 4 56
30-39 219 9 41
40-49 352 9 26
50-59 465 9 19
60 or more 454 16 35
Total 1,561 47 30
TABLE 6.--Accident Rates for All Farm Operators by Educational Attainment
Number of Accident rate
Sample accidents per 1,000
Years of schooling population reported population*
Less than attendance at
high school (0-8)
Some high school (9-11)
High school graduate
More than high school
attendance ( 13 or over)
Total
*Rates calculated with non-responses distributed over categories.
633 16 25
416 13 31
316 11 35
196 7 36
1,561 47 30
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Farm-Working Wives: Accident Rates by Age,
Education, and Hours Per Week Spent in Farming
The characteristics of wives working on the farm are displayed in
Table 7. These wives had an accident rate lower than that of farm
operators at all ages up to age 59. For those wives still working beyond
age 60, the accident rate was extremely high—more than twice that
of farm operators of the same age. Educational attainment had the
expected relationship to accidents among wives, with the accident rate
decreasing with additional years of schooling. More surprisingly, the
number of hours worked in farming in an average week made no
difference in the accident experience of wives. The hours worked per
average week cannot be cumulated into hours per year exposure because
the number of weeks worked was not ascertained except for farm
operators.
TABLE 7.—Accident Rates for Wives Working on Farm by Age, Education, and Hours
Spent at Farming per Week
I tern
Sample
population
Number of
accidents
reported
Accident rate
per 1,000
population*
Age
20-59
60 or more
Total
Education
Less than high school attendance
(0-8)
Some high school or more
(9 or more)
Total
Hours spent at farming
in an average week
1-39
40 or more
Total
366
71
437
124
313
437
235
202
437
16
99
30
48
22
30
30
30
30
*Rates calculated uith non-responses distributed over categories.
Sons: Accident Rates by Age and Hours Per Week in Farming
Among farm-working sons the relationship of age to accidents
follows a U-shaped pattern similar to that for farm operators (Table 8).
An extremely high rate of accident occurrence is observed among the
0-9 age group, although it should be noted that this rate is based on
quite small numbers. The rate then drops sharply before climbing to
relatively high levels at ages beyond 30 years.
Among farmer's sons, the pattern of accidents by age is strongly
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TABLE 8.—Accident Rates for Sons Working on Farm by Age and Hours Spent at
Farming per Week
Item
Sample
population
Number of
accidents
reported
Accident rate
per 1,000
population*
Age
20
405
109
41
575
5
14
5
5
29
250
35
46
122
50
0-9
10-19
20-29
30 or more
Total
Hours spent at farming
in an average week
123
171
146
95
40
575
11
4
4
7
3
29
89
23
27
74
75
50
1-9
10-19
20-39
40-59
60 or more
Total
*Rates calculated with non-responses distributed over categories.
interrelated with the number of hours worked in an average week. As
for other family members, very high rates are apparent among sons
with the lowest number of hours of work exposure (0 to 9), followed
by a considerable drop at 10 to 39 hours of exposure and an eventual
rise at 40 to 60 hours of work per week.
The very high variation among accident rates for sons reflects
the interaction of age and hours worked per week. Those in the young-
est ages and with the least experience in farming were prone to high
accident rates. Those aged 10 to 29 had lower accident rates because
they had a preponderance of low and part-time exposure. At the same
time, they were old enough and experienced enough to avoid the hazards
of earlier ages. At age 30 and older, accident rates increased, partly be-
cause at these ages exposure to farming increased rapidly.
The relation of education to accidents among farmer's sons was
not computed because of the difficulty of comparing sons at younger
ages with minimal education with those sons who had completed or
essentially completed their education.
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Summary and Implications
This study of farm accidents was inspired by the fact that accidents
represent one of the most important problems related to rural life and
farming. Information on accidents was obtained from a survey of
farms in 25 of Louisiana's 64 parishes. These parishes, chosen at ran-
dom, reflect the various characteristics of land-type and land-use found
throughout the state. A sample of 1,561 farms from the 25 parishes were
monitored for accidents over a period of one year. Analysis of the data
obtained determined that:
1. One hundred eighty-two accidents occurred in 1970 on the farms
in the sample population. This was an average of one accident for
every nine farms.
2. Seven out of 10 accidents reported involved such injuries as cuts
and bruises. Only those instances where the victim lost at least a half-
day's work or had to see a doctor were counted as accidents.
3. The majority of farm accidents reported (59 percent) occurred
while the individual involved was performing farm work.
4. Interestingly, 80 percent of the accidents involved such things as
slips, falls, and accidents of a general nature. The high percentage of
the latter implies that although farm machinery safety programs are
essential, general safety programs are also important and needed.
5. As might be expected, most accidents (three-fifths) occurred in
farm fields, homeyards, and barnyards.
6. Interestingly, the most frequent injuries sustained in accidents
were to the leg, head, and foot.
7. Thirty-one percent of all accidents over the year occurred to
farm workers. Although the accident rate for this group is apparently
very high, the rate cannot be accurately calculated due to the tempo-
rary and seasonal nature of the employment of this population subgroup.
8. The overall rate of accidents for the population was 25 per
1,000, excluding workers. Farm operators had a higher rate—30 per
1,000—than the average for all family members. Wives working on the
farm had the same accident rate as farm operators, while wives not
working on the farm had a very low rate of accidents, six per 1,000.
Sons had accident rates higher than the average for all family members,
ranging from 50 per 1,000 if they worked on the farm to 27 per 1,000
if they did not. Daughters generally experienced low rates of accidents,
especially if they did not work on the farm.
9. Farm operators experienced 26 percent of all the accidents reported.
The accident rate for farmers increased with the number of hours of
exposure to farming. This increase also characterized those farmers who
held jobs outside agriculture. This latter group experienced a high acci-
dent rate in relation to the number of hours they spent in farming.
The accident rate for farm operators was highest during the younger
and older ages. The accident rate also increased with education among
this group.
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10. Farm wives, up to age 59, had accident rates lower than those
experienced by farm operators. Interestingly, wives working beyond age
60 experienced extremely high accident rates. However, the accident
rate of wives decreased with an increase in their education.
11. Sons exhibited patterns similar to farm operators in that they
experienced high accident rates at younger and older ages.
The above findings lead to some rather interesting conclusions. For
one thing, it is clear that work on the farm is closely related to acci-
dents. This is true regardless of family status, sex or education. Al-
though there is nothing startling in this discovery, it does indicate the
need for careful study of the safety practices and habits of persons
working on farms, with the purpose in mind of devising more effec-
tive safety programs.
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